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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

Claims 6, 10, and 12 are currently amended. 

Claims 13-18 are new. 

Claims 1-18 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

Arguments/amendments regarding claim 1 have been considered, but they are 
not persuasive, with the arguments also applicable for claims 7 and 13, and the claims 
which depend therefrom. 

Arguments, pages 8-9, discusses TWIN (Time-Domain Wavelength Interleaved 
Network) where "each node is assigned a unique wavelength channel" and states this is 
different than the combination of Scholefield and Garcia. However, TWIN is not 
claimed. Instead "a communication network" is claimed, which reasonably Includes 
wireless networks as described in Applicant's specification (page 10, lines 15-20). 
Therefore, the environments of Scholefield and Garcia are reasonable in this context. 

Further, arguments, page 9, state "Scholefield cannot possibly ... consider other 
receiving nodes because there Is only one base station In Scholefield." However, the 
base station of Scholefield can be reasonably combined with the multiple base stations 
of Garcia (figure 1, items 110, 130, 140, and 160), and with the multiple networks of 
Garcia (figure 1 , items 20, 30, 40, 50, and 900). Therefore, the combination of 
Scholefield and Garcia appears reasonable in this context. 
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Lastly, arguments, pages 10-11, state "Garcia fails to teach ... selecting in a 
manner which is independent of timeslot selections to be made by other existing 
receiving nodes of the network." Examiner respectfully disagrees. Garcia clearly 
teaches "nodes admit new nodes for quasi-static scheduling independently of one 
another" (paragraph 30), and further, "the time slots of the quasi-static schedule are 
assigned to IRs known in the network simply based on the identifiers of the IRs," i.e. not 
based on timeslot selections. The timeslot selections of each node in the ad-hoc 
network may never be the same. The point of Garcia's scheduling system based solely 
on identifiers is that eventually, each node in the network should have the same list, and 
thereby independently create the same schedule as every other node. However, 
because of such independence, there is no guarantee that the nodes will contain the 
same list, which leads to each node having a different schedule (paragraph 96). 
Therefore, the rejections are maintained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1, 7, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Scholefield et al. (U.S. 5,742,592, herein "Scholefield") in view of Garcia-Luna- 
Aceves (U.S. 2002/0167960 Al, herein "Garcia"). 

Regarding claims 1, 7, and 13, Scholefield teaches a method, comprising: 

(a) at a base station scheduler (receiving node) (column 4, lines 19-21) of a 
communication network, receiving a request to schedule at least one timeslot of a 
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recurrent cycle for receipt of burst transmissions (column 4, lines 14-19, 37-38; "an 
access request on all three timeslots ... received by the ... scheduler") from a 
subscriber (sending node) (column 4, lines 17-20) of the network; 

(b) in response to the scheduling request, selecting at least one timeslot of the 
cycle for receipt of burst transmissions (column 4, lines 27-29; "an allocation of only 
these subchannels would be made"); and 

(c) communicating the selected timeslot or timeslots to the sending node (column 
4, lines 37-44; "send back ... separate allocation messages on each subchannel"). 

However, Scholefield may not explicitly teach selecting in a manner which is 
independent of timeslot selections to be made by other existing receiving nodes of the 
network, or as recited in claim 13, "based on only the at least one request". Garcia, 
which is in the same field of endeavor, teaches selecting in a manner which is 
independent of timeslot selections to be made by other existing receiving nodes of the 
network, or based on only the at least one request (paragraph 0030; "nodes admit new 
nodes for quasi-static scheduling independently of one another") for the purpose of 
"allowing a new node to start using the time slots ... after it receives routing messages 
from some or all of its neighbors". 

Particularly, Garcia teaches time slots of the quasi-static schedule are assigned 
to nodes based simply on the identifiers of other nodes (paragraph 87), i.e. not based 
on timeslot selections to be made by other nodes. Although the timeslot selections are 
expected to be the same for each node in the steady state (paragraph 88), Garcia 
teaches asynchronous scheduling by each node assuming a new quasi-static schedule 
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immediately after receiving an updated node list causing different nodes to have 
different timeslot selections (paragraph 94). Therefore, quasi-static scheduling enables 
a scenario where a first existing receiving node has a schedule, a first new node enters, 
the first existing node updates its schedule independently, a second new node enters, 
and a second existing node updates its schedule independently and differently based 
on the first and second new nodes. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to select at least one timeslot of the cycle in a manner which is 
independent of timeslot selections to be made by other existing receiving nodes of the 
network, or based on only the at least one request, to allow a new node to start using 
the time slots after it receives routing messages from some of its neighbors. 

Claims 2, 8, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Scholefield et al. (U.S. 5,742,592, herein "Scholefield") in view of Garcia-Luna- 
Aceves (U.S. 2002/0167960 Al, herein "Garcia") as applied to claims 1 and 7 above, 
and further in view of Peterson (U.S. 6,301 ,262 B1). 

Regarding claims 2, 8, and 14, Scholefield teaches in at least one instance of the 
recurrent cycle at the sending node, transmitting a burst via the designated subchannels 
within the recurrent cycle (column 4, lines 43-46), but does not teach determining at 
least one time at which bursts need to depart in order to arrive at the receiving node 
within a selected timeslot, and transmitting a burst at least at one of the times that have 
been determined. Peterson, which is in the same field of endeavor, teaches 
determining at least one time at which bursts need to depart in order to arrive at the 
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receiving node within a selected timeslot (column 6, lines 14-24; "determines if a time 
slot exists in which a message may be injected ... so that it may be received ... at a 
time when the requested resources are receptive to receiving"), and transmitting a burst 
at least at one of the times that have been determined (column 6, lines 14-24; "a 
message may be Injected") for the purpose of solving the problem of propagation time 
due to distance between communications resources (column 2, lines 6-18). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to in addition to the method taught by Scholefield, determine at 
least one time at which bursts need to depart in order to arrive at the receiving node 
within a selected timeslot, and transmit a burst at least at one of the times that have 
been determined to solve the problem of propagation time due to distance between 
communications resources. 

Claims 3, 4, 9, 10, 15, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Scholefield et al. (U.S. 5,742,592, herein "Scholefield") In view of 
Garcia-Luna-Aceves (U.S. 2002/0167960 Al, herein "Garcia") as applied to claims 1 or 
7 above, and further in view of Padovani et al. (U.S. 6,574,21 1 B2, herein "Padovani") 
and Dall et al. (U.S. 5,570,355, herein "Dail"). 

Regarding claims 3, 9, and 15, Scholefield teaches detecting an Idle period 
(column 6, lines 50-51), but does not teach detecting non-receipt of a scheduled burst at 
the receiving side; selecting a timeslot in substitution for the timeslot of the non-received 
burst; and communicating the selected substitute timeslot to the sending node. 
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Padovani, which is in the same field of endeavor, teaches detecting non-receipt 
of a scheduled burst at the receiving side (column 15, lines 36-40; "missing data units 
are considered as though received in error") for the purpose of then transmitting NACK 
messages corresponding to the missing data units. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to in addition to the method taught by Scholefield, detect non- 
receipt of a scheduled burst at the receiving side to then transmit a NACK message 
corresponding to the missing data units. 

Dail, which is in the same field of endeavor, teaches selecting a timeslot in 
substitution for the timeslot of the non-received burst (column 3, lines 65-67; column 4, 
lines 1-4; "a 'hole' ... is taken account of by 'repacking', which refers to reallocation of 
time slots to existing calls"); and communicating the selected substitute timeslot to the 
sending node (column 4, lines 13-17; "stations are notified of the new ... time slot 
allocations by sending messages") for the purpose of adapting to the changing 
demands of a mix of STM and ATM applications (column 2, lines 53-57). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to in addition to the method taught by Scholefield and modified by 
Padovani to select a timeslot in substitution for the timeslot of the non-received burst, 
and communicate the selected substitute timeslot to the sending node to adapt to the 
changing demands of a mix of STM and ATM applications. 

Regarding claims 4, 10, and 16, Scholefield teaches deferring completion of a 
first data transfer for a higher priority data transfer (column 5, lines 47-54), but does not 
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teach the selection of a substitute timeslot. Dail teaches selecting a substitute timeslot 
that has already been scheduled as in the instant invention alternative (column 4, lines 
1 -2; "reallocation of time slots to existing STM calls") for the purpose of adapting to the 
changing demands of a mix of STM and ATM applications. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to in addition to the method taught by Scholefield and modified by 
Padovani and Dail to select a substitute timeslot that has already been scheduled to 
adapt to the changing demands of a mix of STM and ATM applications. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 5, 6, 11, 12, 17, and 18 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Shachar et al. (US 7009991 B2) teaches timeslot reservations are independent 

of other timeslot reservations in an optical ring network. 

Rogers (US 6556564 B2) teaches schedules for reception are independent at 
each switch. 

Raychaudhuri (US 4504946) teaches a receiver with timeslot selection 
independent of timeslot selection by other receivers in a satellite system. 
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THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Timothy J. Weidner whose telephone number is (571 ) 
270-1825. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:00 AM - 5:00 
PM, EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Edan Orgad can be reached on (571) 272-7884. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Timothy J Weidner/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2419 



/Edan Orgad/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2419 



